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PER CURI AM *

Ceorge Prewitt, pro se, appeals the summary judgnent and
nmotion to dismss awarded defendants. Prewitt brought this action
for race and disability discrimnation after not receiving the
Equal Opportunity Assistant (EOA) position with the United States

Armmy Corps of Engineers in Vicksburg, M ssissippi.

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



In Septenber 1996, in response to a vacancy announcenent,
Prewitt applied for the EOA position. The announcenent stated,

inter alia:

[ C] andi dat es nust submt OF 612; or SF-171; or
resune; or an other application docunent;

transcript or OPM Form 1170/17 (if basing
application on any part of your education);

Proof of Status; and any ot her required forns.

Resunmes nust include the i nformati on requested
in the instructional panphl et (OF-510).

Applications will be rated based on avail abl e
i nformati on.

(Enphasis omtted.) Contrary to the terns of the announcenent,

Prewitt’ s application consisted only of a 17 Septenber 1996 | etter,
whi ch st at ed:

Pl ease consi der this letter 1Y
application for the position of EEO assi stant,
GS- 6. The attached Departnent of Veterans
Affairs docunent confirnms that | ama di sabl ed
veteran wth a service-connected disability
rated at 30% or nore.

In addition, | have a Juris Doctorate
from the University of M ssissippi. | have
been i n governnent-rel ated enpl oynent with the
U. S. Postal Service, and resigned in 1990.

| f you believe ne to be overqualified for

the position, | can assure you that | am not
that smart. Besi des, an unenpl oyed attorney
must still feed his children.

Thank you for your consideration of this
| etter-application, and any addi ti ona
information you require wll be imrediately
provi ded.

By an 8 October 1996 letter, the Corps advised Prewitt that
his application did not contain the requisite materials. The
letter listed those that had to be submtted for the applicationto

be considered conplete. Instead of providing the materials,



Prewitt filed an informal EEO Conpl aint on 18 Cctober and filed a
formal conplaint on 27 Novenber, alleging age, race, and sex
di scrimnation. An Equal Qpportunity Enpl oynent Conmm ssi on ( EEQCC)
Adm ni strative Judge found: Prewitt had presented no evidence of
di scrim nation; and t he Cor ps provi ded a | egitimate,
nondi scrimnatory reason for not considering his application
(inconplete). Prewitt’s EEOC appeal was deni ed.

Prewitt then filed a conplaint with the United States Ofice
of Personnel Managenent (OPM). After the OPM contacted the Corps
and revi ewed the docunentationrelated to Prewitt’s application, it
di sm ssed the conplaint. Prewitt filed another appeal wth the
Merit System Protection Board. It dismssed for |ack of
jurisdiction. The dismssal was affirnmed by the Federal Circuit.
Prewtt v. Merit Sys. Protection Bd., 133 F.3d 885 (Fed. Cr.
1998) .

On 25 Novenber 2002, Prewitt filed this action in M ssissippi
state court against Thomas Wite (in his official capacity as
Secretary of the Arny), Kay Janes (in her official capacity as
Director of the OPM and Cari Dom nguez (in her official capacity
as Chair of the EECC), claimng race and disability discrimnation.
Def endants renoved this action to federal court. The district
court dism ssed, for | ack of subject matter jurisdiction, Prewitt’s
cl ai ns agai nst the EECC and granted summary judgnent for the Corps

and OPM for the renmaining clains.



W review de novo a district court’s grant of a notion to
dism ss and of summary judgnent. E.g., St. Paul Mercury Ins. Co.
v. WIllianson, 224 F.3d 425, 440 n.8 (5th Gr. 2000). For
essentially the reasons stated by the district court in its nobst
conpr ehensive 23 July 2004 opinion, the district court did not err
in dismssing Prewitt’s clainms against the EEOCC or in awarding
summary judgnent to the Corps and OPM

Prewitt al so appeal s the district court’s denial of his notion
to alter or anend the court’s 23 July opinion. See FED. R Qv. P.
59(e). W review the denial of a Rule 59(e) for abuse of
di scretion. See, e.qg., Tenplet v. HydroChem Inc., 367 F.3d 473,
477 (5th Gr. 2004). |In addressing this issue, Prewtt does not
di scuss how the district court abused its discretion; rather, he
lists the contents of the notion and states sinply, the district
court “erred in denying the Rule 59 notion”. Prewitt has therefore
i nadequately briefed this issue. See, e.g., GCnel v. Connick, 15
F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th Cr. 1994) (“A party who inadequately briefs
an issue is considered to have abandoned the claim?”).
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